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SUMMARY 


On  June  19,  the  Honourable  Otto  Lang  wrote  to  the 
previous  Treasurer  in  support  of  a  proposal  from  the 
Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  to  develop  some  175  acres  of 
industrial  land  adjacent  to  the  harbour  (The  Gifford  Farm) . 
This  followed  a  submission  to  CCRD  bv  the  Harbour  Commission 
The  proposal  involves  expenditure  of  some  $12  million  no 
development  of  the  land,  $5  million  of  which  is  sought  from 
the  Province  through  the  period  1580-83. 

On  October  27,  Mr.  Lang  wrote  again  asking  whether 
the  Province  is  ready  to  support  the  Oshawa  Harbour  proposal 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  industrial  park  is  one 
phase  of  a  longer-term  plan  for  expansion  of  the  Harbour. 

One  of  the  options  included  in  this  plan  would  see 
development  of  the  Second  Marsh. 

The  Province  has  indicated  to  Mr.  Lang  that  the 
proposal  would  be  studied  further  but  no  further  commitment 
has  been  made.  This  report  provides  a  summary  of  the 
implications  of  the  proposal. 

In  general,  the  deep-sea  harbour  facilities  on  Lake 
Ontario  are  underutilized,  particularly  the  Port  of  Toronto. 
Hcwever,  the  Oshawa  Harbour  has  experienced  some  moderate 
success  and  a  recent  consulting  study  projects  potential  for 
continued  growth  in  traffic  at  the  Port.  It  is  argued  that 
the  Port  is  not  directly  competitive  with  Toronto  because  it 
concentrates  on  industrial  bulk  cargos  while  Toronto 
specializes  in  finished  products . 

There  are  a  number  of  arguments  for  supporting  the 
proposal — - 

.  Economic  Development:  The  project  is  generally 
consistent  with  the  budget  priority  of  providing 
front-end  support  for  long-term,  private  sector 
job  creation  and  investment. 
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.  Demand:  To  date  the  Oshawa  Harbour  has  had  a 
proven  record  of  success  and  preliminary 
indications  are  that  expanded  facilities  would 
be  taken  up  by  industrial  customers.  (This, 
of  course,  could  and  would  be  debated.) 

*  Go-East :  The  project  is  consistent  with  the 
Province's  Go-East  policies  and  would  complement 
other  actions  taken  to  support  job-growth  in  the 
Region  of  Durham. 

.  Local  Support:  The  project  is  supported  by  the 
City  of  Oshawa  and  Region  of  Durham  as  well  as 
the  federal  government. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  a  number  of  factors  which 
suggest  caution  in  considering  this  issue. 

.  Second  Marsh:  The  proposal  will  be  seen  by 
opponents  as  a  clear  step  in  the  direction  of 
development  of  the  Second  Marsh.  This  would  be 
vigorously  opposed  by  environmental  groups  and 
the  resulting  furor  could  scare  away  potential 
industrial  customers. 

.  Environmental  Assessment:  The  province  would  be 
involved  in  a  possibly  lengthy  federal 
environmental  assessment  hearing  in  which  our  own 
Ministry  of  Environment  would  have  difficulty 
supporting  the  plan. 

.  Cost  and  Entanglement:  The  project  could  set  a 
precedent  for  provincial  participation  in  a 
federal  harbour  project  and  violate  the  principle 
of  attempting  to  disentangle  federal  and 
provincial  program  responsibilities. 


At  this  stage  the  Province  appears  to  have  three 
options . 

1 . -  Refuse  outright  to  further  consider  the  proposal 

and  leave  it  to  the  federal  government,  the 
Harbour  Commission  and  the  local  governments. 

2 .  Agree  in  principle  and  move  ahead  to  further 
negotiations  and  study. 


Ill 


3,  Indicate  continuing  interest  but  reserve 
judgement  as  to  agreement  in  principle  or 
not.  Agreement  could  oe  dependent  on  the 
outcome  of  the  pending  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  hearing  on  the  Second  Marsh  and 
adjacent  land. 
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I  INTRODUCTION 


In  June  of  last  year,  Mr.  Otto  Lang,  the  federal 
Minister  of  Transport,  sent  a  letter  to  the  Treasurer  of 
Ontario  requesting  Provincial  support  for  the  servicing 
of  a  piece  of  land  adjacent  to  the  Oshawa  Harbour 
(Appendix  C) .  The  land  known  as  the  Gifford  Farm  was 
purchased  by  the  Harbour  Commission  some  years  ago  from 
the  City  of  Oshawa. 

In  his  letter,  Mr.  Lang  specifically  requests 
Provincial  funding  of  several  types  of  servicing  that 
would  result  in  the  use  of  the  land  as  an  industrial 
park.  Concurrently,  the  federal  government  would  fund 
a  major  portion  of  the  work  consisting  of  leveling  the 
land  and  building  a  berm  in  the  lake  with  the  excess  fill. 

Again  in  October  Mr.  Lang  wrote  the  Treasurer 
inquiring  if  the  Province  was  yet  in  a  position  to  support 
the  proposal  (Appendix  C) .  Mr.  Miller  replied  stating  he 
will  rest  his  decision  until  he  visits  the  site  in  January; 
however,  he  asked  for  clarification  on  whether  the  proposal 
would  require  a  federal  environmental  assessment  review. 

Since  the  initial  letter,  staff  have  researched  the 
proposal  and  have  held  extensive  meetings  with  harbour 
and  federal  officials.  This  report  provides  a  summary  of 
the  proposal,  an  analysis  of  the  issues  involved  and 
poses  several  options  for  Provincial  action. 
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II  THE  PROPOSAL 


In  comparison  to  other  Canadian  ports ,  the  Oshawa 

Harbour  is  a  small  but  reasonably  successful  operation. 

In  1976,  it  was  one  of  the  few  harbours  in  Canada  showing 

a  net  profit.  A  study  was  recently  conducted  for  the 

* 

federal  government  which  projected  a  slow  but  steady 
growth  in  cargo  for  the  Oshawa  Harbour  over  the  next  ten 
years  (2^%  annual) .  The  study  also  stated  that  if  cargo 
traffic  is  to  increase  substantially  beyond  these 
forecasted  levels,  Oshawa  would  have  to  attract  additional 
port-using  industries.  A  key  feature  in  attracting  this 
type  of  company  would  be  a  supply  of  serviced  industrial 
land  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Harbour. 

Based  partly  on  the  results  of  the  study,  the  City 
of  Oshawa  renewed  its  efforts  to  encourage  the  federal 
government  to  begin  improvements  to  the  Harbour  and 
adjacent  area.  Specifically  by  resolution  (Appendix  D) , 
the  City  requested  that  the  hill  on  the  piece  of  land 
adjacent  to  the  Oshawa  Harbour  (Fig.  1) ,  known  as  the 
Gifford  Farm,  be  removed  and  the  land  be  serviced  to  allow 
the  use  of  the  land  as  an  industrial  park. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Lang  wrote  to  Mr.  McKeough  requesting 
the  signing  of  a  joint  agreement  between  the  federal 
government  and  the  Province  to  improve  and  service  the 
Gifford  Farm  land.  The  letter  requested  a  provincial 
commitment  of  about  $5  million. 

The  Province  is  being  asked  to  provide  water,  sewage, 
storm  drainage,  roads,  natural  gas  and  rail  service  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5  million.  The  federal  government,  as 


Port  of  Oshawa,  Market,  Traffic  and  Capacity  Study, 

Government  of  Canada,  Department  of  Transport  (by  Price 
Waterhouse  Associates  and  C.D.  Howe  Central  Ltd.,  June  1977). 
(See  Appendix  A  for  Summary  of  Study.) 
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FIGURE  1 

OSHAWA  HARBOUR  AREA 
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part  of  the  agreement,  would  flatten  the  hill  which  now 
exists  on  the  property,  and  create  a  berm  in  the  lake  to 
contain  the  fill  removed  from  the  land,  and  some 
contaminated  fill  that  must  be  dredged  from  the  existing 
harbour.  This  is  estimated  to  cost  about  $7  million  over 
two  years.  The  whole  scheme  would  cost  about  $12  million 
and  create  about  175  acres  of  serviced  industrial  land 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Harbour. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  provision  of 
this  industrial  land  would  he  consi dered  by  some 
individuals  to  he  the  first  step  in  the  expansion 
of  the  Oshawa  Harbour  into  the  highly  controversial 
Second  Marsh.  If  the  province  were  to  offer  support 
for  the  proposals  a  rather  intense  reaction  by 
concerned  and  affected  groups  may  result  from  the 
decision . 


II.  A.  Rationale 


There  are  several  reasons  why  the  proposal  has  now 
surfaced.  The  two  or  three  most  obvious  were  covered  by 
Mr.  Lang  in  his  letter.  Specifically,  the  harbour  is 
currently  short  on  any  land  for  expansion.  Further,  the 
land  in  question,  the  Gifford  Farm,  is  already  owned  by 
the  federal  government.  The  City  of  Oshawa,  by  letter 
and  resolution,  has  also  shown  support  for  the  proposal. 
Lastly,  the  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  Province's 
"Go  East"  policy. 

Besides  the  arguments  above,  there  are  certain  other 
reasons  which  seem  to  support  the  proposal.  The  harbour 
officials  and  the  federal  representatives  point  out  that 
the  Oshawa  Harbour  and  its  closest  competitor,  Toronto, 
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are  different  facilities  and  handle  different  types  of 
cargo.  Because  of  land  costs  and  location,  the  Oshawa 
Harbour  has  been  able  to  specialize  in  bulk  cargo  which 
is  either  too  costly  or  too  unsightly  in  the  context  of 
the  Toronto  Harbour.  Further,  it  is  pointed  out  that 
there  are  very  few  seaway  depth  harbours  available 
between  Cornwall  and  Windsor  that  have  both  bulk  cargo 
characteristics  and  land  to  expand.  To  the  east, 

Cornwall  is  the  only  other  seaway  depth  harbour  outside 
of  Oshawa.  Further,  because  of  the  Canadian  Shield  and 
the  shallow  rock  there  is  little  possibility  of  another 
seaway  depth  harbour  to  the  east  of  Toronto. 

To  the  west,  Toronto  is  not  suited  to  bulk  cargo 
and  Hamilton  has  little  space  for  expansion.  This  leaves 
only  Port  Stanley,  Port  Burwell  or  Windsor  to  the  west. 

In  terms  of  the  Toronto  area ,  and  in  particular  to  serve 
the  area  east  of  Toronto,  an  expansion  at  Oshawa  Harbour 
seems  reasonable. 

Staff  of  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  have  already 
had  preliminary  discussions  with  prospective  tenants  for 
the  new  industrial  park,  were  it  built.  Needless  to  say, 
all  the  proposals  are  merely  speculative  at  this  point, 
but  there  does  seem  to  be  some  interest  in  the  facility. 

i.  A  ferry  service  to  carry  truck  traffic  (roll  en¬ 
roll  off)  from  somewhere  around  Toronto  across 
the  lake  to  New  York  State  has  been  raised  before. 
The  relief  of  congestion  on  the  QEW  and 
Burlington  Bridge,  by  sending  trucks  directly 
across  the  lake  has  some  appeal  to  the  Province 
since  it  lowers  the  maintenance  on  roads  and 
bridges  and  forestalls  the  need  for  another 
bridge  (or  tunnel)  at  Burlington. 


6 


However,  there  has  been  no  commitment 
on  the  Government's  part  for  any  assistance 
to  such  a  proposal  and  negotiations  between 
interested  parties  are  proceeding  with  this 
understanding.  The  Harbour  Commission  and 
CN  have  been  actively  putting  together  the 
proposal  for  Oshawa  Harbour.  They  have 
spoken  with  several  carriers,  several 
shipping  lines  and  the  people  in  Rochester, 
N.Y.  They  already  have  a  15-trucks-per-day 
commitment  from  one  carrier.  If  things 
fall  together  over  the  next  few  months ,  staff 
at  the  harbour  commission  feel  a  service 
could  be  operating  by  Spring  of  1979. 

ii.  United  Cooperatives  of  Ontario  would  like  to 
ship  and  store  fertilizer  through  the  Oshawa 
Harbour  if  space  were  available. 

iii.  Bacardi  Rum  has  approached  the  Harbour  staff 
about  the  possibility  of  the  provision  of  a 
large  stainless  steel  storage  tank  for  the 
storage  and  shipment  of  rum. 

A  chemical  firm  from  the  U.K.  has  also 
approached  the  Harbour  over  the  possibility 
of  storing  and  shipping  caustic  soda  through 
the  harbour. 


iv. 
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As  suggested  earlier,  all  the  proposals  are  purely 
speculative  at  this  point.  However,  they  do  fit  a 
pattern  of  needing  reasonably  cheap  land  for  storage 
and  port  access  facilities  for  bulk  cargo  handling. 

v.  One  other  proposal,  which  seems  to  be  fairly 
factual,  has  been  made  by  General  Motors. 

Because  of  parking  constraints  in  downtown 
Oshawa,  General  Motors  would  be  willing  to 
construct  an  office  building  adjacent  to  the 
Harbour  if  some  of  the  bulk  cargo  in  the  area 
they  are  interested  in  was  relocated  to  the 
Gifford  Farm  area.  (Mr.  Lunn,  a  recently 
appointed  Harbour  Commissioner,  is  a  vice- 
president  at  G.M.) 

Lastly,  the  federal  government  must  dredge  the  harbour 
over  the  next  year  to  eighteen  months .  Because  some  of  the 
dredging  material  is  contaminated  by  sewer  overflow  from 
the  stream  that  runs  into  the  harbour,  the  engineers  cannot 
merely  dump  the  fill  in  the  lake  as  would  normally  be  the 
case.  Building  a  berm  in  the  lake  is  one  way  of  getting 
rid  of  the  contaminated  fill.  It  would  be  easy  enough  to 
make  the  berm  larger  to  accept  the  fill  that  would  be  skimmed 
off  the  industrial  land.  If  the  Province  did  support  the 
proposed  industrial  land,  it  would  appear  that  a  decision 
within  the  next  two  months  would  allow  some  time-saving  and 
efficient  utilization  of  both  provincial  and  federal  funds. 

In  summary,  the  proposal  seems  reasonable  and 
appropriately  timed  because: 

i.  the  Harbour  is  short  on  back-up  land; 

there  seems  to  be  some  port-related  prospective 
clients  interested  in  locating  in  the  new 
industrial  park; 
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iii.  the  best  port  for  expansion  of  bulk  cargo 
traffic  in  the  Toronto  area  is  the  Oshawa 
Harbour; 

iv.  the  engineering  and  completion  of  the  work 
would  be  minimized  if  completed  now  in 
conjunction  with  the  contaminated  fill  dredging; 

v.  the  federal  government  supports  the  proposal  and 
is  willing  to  put  $7  million  into  the  development; 

vi .  the  City  of  Oshawa  supports  it; 

vii.  it  is  consistent  with  Go-East. 


Major  issues,  however,  that  might  discourage  the 
completion  at  this  time: 

i.  since  the  proposal  may  be  viewed  by  some  concerned 
citizens  as  the  first  step  toward  expansion  of  the 
Oshawa  Harbour  into  the  Second  Marsh,  contentious 
environmental  issues  may  surround  the  proposal; 

ii.  uncertainty  about  forecast  carao  increases; 

iii.  availability  of  provincial  funds; 

iv.  possible  concern  over  local  municipal  precedent 
that  the  acceptance  of  the  proposal  might  set. 


II.  B.  Costs 


The  detailed  cost  estimates  are  provided  in  Table  I. 

In  general,  the  Province  has  been  asked  for  about  $5  million 
that  would  be  required  between  January  1980  and  October  1982 
(Appendix  B) .  Not  being  engineers,  it  is  hard  to  tell  how 
accurate  these  estimates  are.  After  some  discussion  and 
analysis  of  the  costs,  it  would  seem  that  we  may  be  able  to 
get  by  for  less  money  spread  over  a  longer  period  of  time. 

For  example,  it  would  seem  that  some  of  the  facilities 
could  be  staged  in  response  to  demand,  and  not  necessarily 
all  put  in  "up  front".  Secondly,  there  are  a  couple  of 
questionable  entries  in  the  cost  estimates  which  may  not  be 
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TABLE  1 


ESTIMATED  COSTS 


HARBOUR  IMPROVEMENTS  :  OSHAWA 


PROVINCIAL  COSTS  :  SERVICING 


PROJECT 

COST 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

(D) 
(E> 

(F) 

(G) 

(H) 

(I) 

(J) 

4-LANE  PAVEMENT ,  WEST  AVENUE 

2 -LANE  PAVEMENT  WORKS 

48  INCH  DIA.  STORM  DRAINAGE 

36  INCH  DIA.  STORM  DRAINAGE 

12  INCH  DIA.  FORCEMAIN 

PUMP  HOUSE  (SEWAGE) 

8  INCH  DIA.  WATER  SUPPLY 

NATURAL  GAS  SUPPLY  AND  MAINS 

2  RAILWAY,  SINGLE  TRACK  OVERPASSES 
SINGLE  TRACK  RAILWAY  ACCESS 

$ 

294,000 

716,000 

300,000 

192,000 

120,000 

310,000 

113,000 

106,000 

1,600,000 

340,000 

SERVICING  SUB  TOTAL 

ENGINEERING  10  PERCENT 

4,091,000 

409,100 

CONTINGENCIES  (11  PERCENT) 

4,500,100 

499,900 

$ 

5,000,000 

FEDERAL  COSTS  :  EARTHWORKS 

PROJECT 

COST 

(A) 

(B) 

EXCAVATION  OF  HILL 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  DYKES 

$ 

3,750,000 

2,250,000 

EARTHWORKS  SUB  TOTAL 
ENGINEERING  (8  PERCENT) 

6,000,000 

480,000 

CONTINGENCIES  (8  PERCENT) 

6,480,000 

520,000 

$ 

7,000,000 

PROVINCIAL  AND  FEDERAL  TOTAL  COST 

$12,000,000 

V, 
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needed  and  could  be  deleted  or  postponed.  For  example,  the 
estimates  suggest  the  provision  of  two  single-track  rail 
overpasses  at  a  cost  of  $1.6  million.  Intuitively,  one 
might  conclude  that  rail  overpasses  might  not  be  necessary 
until  a  substantial  demand  develops. 

In  conclusion,  before  any  final  agreement  is 

negotiated,  qualified  provincial  staff  would  be  needed 

« 

to  analyze,  in  detail,  the  cost  implication  of  the 
proposal.  At  this  point,  it  would  appear  that  somewhere 
between  three  and  five  million  dollars  would  be  required 
somewhere  between  1980  and  1983  or  perhaps  as  late  as  1984. 

II.  C,  Timing 

Federal  officials  at  this  point  would  like  an 
agreement  in  principle,  or  other  similar  commitment,  from 
the  Province  which  would  allow  the  federal  government  to 
proceed  with  final  engineering,  etc.  As  suggested  in  the 
cost  phasing  provided  in  Appendix  B,  they  feel  that  they 
can  begin  construction  of  the  dyke  in  October  of  1978. 

After  some  discussion  with  all  parties  involved,  this 
estimate  seems  overly  optimistic.  Some  officials  in  the 
federal  government,  as  well  as  provincial  representatives, 
are  certain  that  an  environmental  hearing  would  be  required. 
This  will  likely  take  a  year  or  more.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  a  matter  of  federal  jurisdiction , and  some  harbour 
commissioners  and  other  staff  of  the  federal  government  feel 
an  assessment  hearing  may  not  be  necessary. 

In  conclusion,  if  a  hearing  is  necessary,  the  estimating 
of  a  time  schedule  is  difficult.  It  would  appear  that 
construction  as  early  as  October  of  1978  is  unlikely.  More 
likely,  is  a  period  at  least  of  one  year  later  which,  if 
approved,  would  require  provincial  financial  participation 
in  the  1981-84  period. 


' 


11 


II.  D.  Relation  to  Harbour  Expansion 

The  levelling  of  the  Gifford  Farm  may  be  considered 
the  first  step  in  a  grander  scheme  to  expand  the  Oshawa 
Harbour.  The  federal  representatives  from  Transport 
Canada  claim  there  are  no  assurances  that  after  the 
industrial  park  is  created  on  the  Gifford  Farm,  that 
the  Harbour  will  be  expanded.  In  fact,  they  have  said 
that  they  view  the  industrial  land  as  speculative.  If, 
in  fact,  new  industry  does  arrive,  that  would  then  require 
a  harbour  expansion  and  an  independent  analysis  through 
normal  channels  would  be  carried  out. 

The  Gifford  Farm  is  currently  being  used  for 
agricultural  purposes  although  it  is  designated  industrial 
in  the  Durham  Regional  Official  Plan.  The  Second  Marsh  and 
the  Beaton  Farm  (see  Figure  1)  on  the  other  hand  fall  into  an 
unapproved  portion  of  the  Durham  Official  Plan  since  these 
two  properties  were  referred  to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
during  the  City  of  Oshawa' s  official  plan  process. 

Several  years  ago,  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources 
intended  to  expand  Darlington  Provincial  Park  to  the  west  and 
acquire  the  Beaton  Farm  and  the  Second  Marsh.  Since  then,  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  has  not  been  able  to  find  the 
funds  and  recently  notified  the  Ministry  of  Housing  that  it  no 
longer  has  any  interest  in  the  Beaton  Farm.  During  1979,  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  is  planning  to  resolve  any  outstanding 
issues  in  the  Durham  Official  Plan,  including  the  land  use 
designation  of  the  Second  Marsh  and  the  Beaton  Farm. 

If  the  Harbour  were  to  be  expanded  as  a  result  of  the 
Gifford  Farm  work,  there  appear  to  be  three  alternatives 
available . 
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These  are: 

1.  Expand  the  existing  harbour. 

2.  Build  an  outer  harbour  at  the  foot  of 
the  Gifford  Farm. 

3.  Construct  a  harbour  in  the  Second  Marsh. 

There  are  advantages  and  disadvantages  to  all  three 
alternatives . 

The  advantage  of  expanding  the  existing  harbour  is 
that  it  would  leave  the  harbour  where  it  is.  However,  the 
major  disadvantage  is  that  this  alternative  would  require 
the  expropriation  of  the  recreation  and  residential  areas 
on  the  western  boundary  of  the  current  harbour  for 
industrial  uses.  The  City  of  Oshawa  is  opposed  to  this 
alternative  and  has  recently  proposed  a  park  along  the 
western  shore  of  the  existing  harbour. 

The  second  alternative  of  building  an  outer  harbour 
is  the  least  expensive  of  all  the  alternatives.  However, 
it  would  not  provide  as  much  back-up  land  for  industrial 
purposes  as  is  felt  necessary.  Also,  the  manoeuvring  of 
ships  in  and  out  of  the  harbour  would  be  difficult  and 
would  likely  require  the  use  of  costly  tug  boats.  However, 
it  is  important  that  the  construction  of  the  berm  in  relation 
to  the  Gifford  Farm  work  does  not  preclude  this  alternative 
for  the  future. 

The  third  alternative  of  going  into  the  Second  Marsh 
is  favoured  by  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission.  They  feel 
this  alternative  permits  maximum  manoeuvring  of  ships  and 
allows  for  the  potential  of  converting  a  great  deal  of  land 
to  industrial  uses.  This  alternative  would  also  enable 
the  conversion  of  the  existing  Oshawa  Harbour  to  marina- 
related  uses.  However,  environmentalists  for  years  have 
been  concerned  over  the  Second  Marsh's  sensitivity  and 
feel  it  should  be  preserved  in  its  natural  state. 


' 
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Additional  Plans 


If  the  Oshawa  Harbour  is  expanded  into  the  Second 
Marsh,  staff  of  the  Harbour  Commission  envisage  yet  further 
plans  for  expansion.  They  see  the  land  to  the  north  of 
the  Second  Marsh  and  the  Beaton  Farm  becoming  industrial. 
They  have  even  considered  the  take-over  of  Darlington 
Provincial  Park,  moving  the  park  to  the  Whitby  area  and 
zoning  it  industrial.  This  would  provide  in  total  about 

I, 000  acres  of  industrial  land — what  the  Harbour  Commission 
people  feel  is  an  optimum  amount  of  back-up  land  for  a  port. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  environmental 
hearing  on  the  Gifford  Farm  Work  would  open  up  the  whole 
debate  over  the  Second  Marsh.  It  would  seem  that  one  reason 
Treasury  support  is  being  sought,  is  to  help  support  and/or 
fight  the  opposition  that  may  arise,  during  this  hearing. 

II.  E.  Selected  Reactions  and  Concerns 


Federal  Position 
Transport  Canada 

According  to  a  representative  of  the  National  Harbours 
Board,  the  federal  government  supports  the  improvement  of 
the  industrial  land  and  is  willing  to  commit  their  portion 
of  the  costs  ($7  million) ,  if  we  pick  up  our  portion 
($5  million) .  Without  our  support,  the  federal  government 
will  not  likely  go  ahead.  If  at  some  point  in  the  future, 
the  expansion  of  the  Oshawa  Harbour  proper  is  required, 
that  will  be  funded  through  normal  federal  sources. 

Both  Transport  Canada  and  Public  Works  Canada  have 
done  studies  on  the  various  harbour  expansion  alternatives 
including  their  costs.  The  latest  study  from  the  Ports  and 

•ff  •ift 

Harbours  people  estimate  the  costs  to  be  from  $32  million 
to  $36  million  in  1976  dollars. 

*  *  * 

Oshawa  Harbour  Development,  An  Evaluation  of  Three 

Alternatives,  (Transport  Canada,  Harbours  and  Ports 

November  1976) . 


' 
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Environment  Canada 


Their  main  concern  is  whether  the  Gifford  Farm  will 
go  through  a  federal  environmental  assessment  review  process 
(EARP)  or  not.  In  their  opinion,  it  should.  They  state 
that  the  Gifford  Farm  proposal  is  a  part  of  the  Oshawa 
Harbour  expansion  and  Mr.  Lang  has  made  a  commitment  to  have 
a  full  environmental  impact  study  on  any  Harbour  expansion. 
In  addition,  they  feel  the  development  of  the  Gifford  Farm 
as  it  is  currently  proposed  will  preclude  one  of  the 
alternatives  of  expanding  the  Harbour. 

Environment  Canada  staff  have  other  environmental 
concerns,  such  as:  the  proposed  dyke  will  disturb  the 
direction  of  the  littoral  drift  and  so  will  cause  the 
Second  Marsh  beach  to  become  unstable;  no  work  has  been 
done  in  setting  up  measures  to  mitigate  the  impact  of 
the  development  of  the  Beaton  Farm  on  the  Second  Marsh; 
and  not  enough  studies  have  been  done  on  the  area's 
environmental  significance. 


Provincial  Position 


Ministry  of  the  Environment  (MOE) 

Staff  of  this  Ministry  prefer  that  the  Province 
reserve  decision  on  the  Gifford  Farm  proposal  pending 
the  outcome  of  a  federal  environmental  hearing  if 
necessary  and/or  further  study  (Appendix  E) .  In  this 
way,  future  options  are  retained  for  the  Province.  They 
state  the  Gifford  Farm  proposal  is  only  a  part  of  a  much 
larger  issue  and  therefore  feel  a  decision  should  be  made 
only  after  a  more  comprehensive ' review  of  the  whole 
picture . 
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Staff  also  expressed  other  specific  concerns  on  the 
industrial  land  development  proposal  itself,  some  of  which 
are : 


.  the  dyke  is  not  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
contaminated  material  since  they  feel  another 
site  exists  elsewhere; 

.  environmental  information  is  unavailable  to 
determine  the  effects  of  alternatives; 

.  additional  information  is  necessary  to  permit 
an  assessment  of  environmental  consequences 
and  to  provide  leachate  and  runoff  control 
measures,  and  their  costs  should  be  included 
in  the  estimates; 

.  the  Gifford  Farm  proposal  as  it  stands  will 
preclude  the  option  for  an  outer  Harbour  and 
will  likely  direct  any  future  harbour  expansion 
into  the  Oshawa  Second  Marsh. 

Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism  (MIT) 

MIT  personnel  favourably  support  the  proposal  because 
they  feel  there  is  no  other  industrial  land  in  the  Region 
of  Durham  which  can  "provide  the  water  access  necessary  for 
industries  requiring  bulk  handling,  bulk  storage,  or  dock- 
side  facilities.  This  specialized  industrial  use  would 
broaden  the  development  potential  of  Regional  Durham,  the 
City  of  Oshawa,  and  complement  the  "Go  East"  policy  of  the 
government."  (Appendix  E.) 

They  also  state  that  the  issue  relating  to  the  Second 
Marsh  is  a  separate  part  of  the  Oshawa  Harbour  expansion 
and  since  the  federal  authorities  control  the  land,  it  would 
be  up  to  them  to  clarify  any  environmental  concerns. 
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Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  (MNR) 

MNR  staff  have  no  position  on  the  development  of 
the  Gifford  Farm.  However,  their  stand  on  the  Second 
Marsh  and  the  Beaton  Farm  goes  back  several  years.  In 
1973,  MNR  was  given  the  direction  by  Cabinet  to  acquire 
these  two  properties  to  extend  Darlington  Provincial  Park. 
However,  shortly  thereafter.  Provincial  financial 
constraints  came  into  the  picture  and  so  negotiations 
were  never  completed  to  purchase  the  land.  Currently, 

MNR  does  not  have  interest  in  either  the  Second  Marsh  or 
the  Beaton  Farm.  However,  they  state  that  if  the  Second 
Marsh  is  developed  into  a  harbour,  this  would  question 
the  viability  of  the  Darlington  Provincial  Park  as  a  park. 


Ministry  of  Transportaton  and  Communications  (MTC) 

Staff  at  MTC  neither  favour  nor  oppose  the  proposal 
because  they  state  it  falls  under  federal  jurisdiction 
and  because  its  transportation  impact  on  the  other  modes 
is  not  felt  to  be  significant  (Appendix  E) . 

MTC  staff  state  that  they  would  like  to  see  a  more 
detailed  economic  evaluation  of  the  project  along  the  lines 
of  a  cost-benefit  analysis.  They  would  also  like  to  have 
more  information  on  which  industries  would  locate  on  the 
Gifford  Farm  industrial  park,  the  need  and  staging  of  the 
services  required,  and  the  significance  of  the  Oshawa 
Harbour  on  the  area. 


•  I 
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Ontario  Municipal  Board  (OMB) 

The  land  use  designation  of  the  Second  Marsh  and 
the  Beaton  Farm  was  referred  to  the  OMB  originally  by 
the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  in  1973  when  the  City  of 
Oshawa 's  Official  Plan  came  up  for  Provincial  approval. 
Since  then,  the  Regional  Official  Plan  has  superceded 
the  City's,  but  the  question  of  these  lands  is  still  in 
the  hands  of  the  OMB.  The  problem  arose  with  the 
conflict  of. interest  between,  on  the  one  hand,  an 
industrial  designation  supported  by  the  City  of  Oshawa, 
the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  and  Oshawa ' s  Chamber  of 
Commerce  and,  on  the  other  hand,  pressure  to  keep  the 
land  in  its  natural  state.  The  latter  position  was 
supported  by  the  Federation  of  Ontario  Naturalists  and 
other  environmental  groups . 

Over  the  past  few  years,  the  Premier  of  Ontario 
has  written  to  interested  parties  that  it  is  up  to  the 
OMB  to  resolve  this  issue  and  "render  a  decision  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  people  of  Ontario..."  (Appendix  F) . 
The  OMB  wants  to  clear  up  all  unresolved  sections  of 
Durham's  Official  Plan  during  1979  and  has  scheduled  a 
hearing  to  do  this  starting  in  April.  It  is  expected 
that  the  Second  Marsh  and  the  Beaton  Farm  issue  will  be 
heard  before  the  end  of  1979. 
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Municipal  Position 

Region  of  Durham 

Regional  staff  state  the  Region  is  in  favour  of 
the  Gifford  Farm  proposal.  In  the  first  place,  the 
Provincially  approved  Regional  Official  Plan  has 
designated  the  Gifford  Farm  industrial  and  secondly. 
Regional  Council  is  generally  supportive  of  City 
resolutions . 


City  of  Oshawa 

The  City  is  strongly  enthusiastic  about  the  proposal. 
Mayor  Potticary  (Oshawa)  was  directed  by  Council  recently 
to  write  Mr.  Lang  in  support  of  the  harbour  development 
(Appendix  D) .  Fifteen  years  ago,  the  City  sold  the 
Gifford  Farm  to  the  Harbour  Commission  under  the  condition 
it  would  be  developed  as  part  of  the  harbour.  A  few  years 
ago,  they  sold  the  Second  Marsh  for  the  same  purpose. 


Public  Reaction 

Local  environmentalists  and  naturalists  have  been 
concerned  for  years  about  the  future  of  the  Second  Marsh 
and  the  Beaton  Farm.  They  state  that  this  area  has 
certain  unique  physical  and  environmental  characteristics 
and  is  the  fifth  largest  marsh  area  in  North  America. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  has  been  local  support, 
mainly  from  the  Oshawa  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  the 
elected  officials  in  Oshawa,  to  develop  the  land  for 
harbour  and  harbour-related  facilities. 
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II.  F.  Treasury  Concerns 

Besides  the  issues  brought  up  above,  there  are 
several  other  concerns  that  have  not  been  addressed. 

1.  The  first  concern  deals  with  whether  this  agreement 
will  create  a  precedent  for  other  harbours  in  Ontario 
who  may  seek  similar  "one  time"  help. 

The  agreement  requested  by  Mr.  Lang  is  not 
unprecedented  in  Canada,  however  it  is  not  an  agreement 
that  normally  falls  within  the  typical  area  that  is 
covered  by  ports  and  harbours  legislation.  There  seem 
to  be  three  or  four  examples  of  this  type  of  agreement 
that  have  been  worked  out  before. 

i .  St.  John,  New  Brunswick 

During  the  late  1960's,  St.  John  was  very 
concerned  about  the  competition  it  was 
receiving  from  Montreal  in  the  new  container 
trade  business.  After  lengthy  discussions 
with  the  federal  government,  an  agreement 
was  negotiated  that  allowed  for  the  development 
of  new  terminals,  new  wharfs  and  other  harbour 
improvements.  Total  cost  was  $50  million.  The 
Province  paid  $25  million. 

ii .  Halifax,  Nova  Scotia 

A  similar  arrangement  was  worked  out  in  Halifax 
where  the  Province  participated  in  the  purchase 
and  servicing  of  some  land  adjacent  to  Halifax 
Harbour.  The  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  developed 
an  agreement  whereby  they  contributed  up  to 
$6^5  million  and  the  federal  government  put  in 
$25  million. 
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iii .  Nanaimo,  British  Columbia 

The  federal  government  has  recently  negotiated 
with  British  Columbia  to  cost-share  the  first 
phase  of  a  larger  harbour  expansion  scheme 
consisting  of  two  berths  and  providing  serviced 
industrial  land.  The  total  cost  of  the  first 
phase  is  estimated  at  $26  million  with  the 
federal  government  providing  $12  million  part 
loan  and  grant,  the  province  giving  a  $7  million 
grant  and  the  Nanaimo  Harbour  Commission 
borrowing  the  remaining  $7  million. 

iv.  Becancour,  Quebec 


Quebec  officials — without  federal  help — formed 
a  crown  corporation  and  built  its  own  harbour 
and  adjacent  facilities  across  from  Trois-Rivieres 
at  Becancour,  Quebec. 

In  each  of  the  cases  above,  one  of  the  key 
considerations  that  went  into  the  decision  was  the 
concern  for  and  encouragement  of  economic  development. 

To  date,  Ontario  has  never  been  involved  with  harbour 
development  and  has  left  this  type  of  activity  largely  to 
federal  and  municipal  governments  as  well  as  Harbour 
Commissions.  Other  provinces,  however,  have  become 
involved  in  the  last  few  years.  Once  the  precedent  has 
been  created  in  Ontario,  it  would  be  natural  to  expect 
other  Ontario  harbours  to  follow  suit,  with  Thunder  Bay 
and  Sarnia  being  the  most  likely  candidates. 

Also,  because  this  is  the  first  time  Ontario  would  be 
involved  in  harbour  development,  there  is  some  concern 
over  the  form  of  the  vehicle  chosen  for  funding.  The 
method  chosen  could  create  a  precedent  in  municipal  finance. 


3  V  : 
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2.  The  federal  government  has  dealt  independently,  and 

on  an  ad  hoc  basis  with  each  province  involved.  Involvement 
in  harbour-related  works, for  Ontario,  might  be  construed 
as  a  softening  or  reversal  of  its  historic  "disentanglement" 
policy . 

3.  Related  to  the  issue  of  creating  a  new  precedent, 
this  proposal,  if  accepted  by  the  Province,  would  result 
in  the  Province  spending  provincial  funds  to  service  a 
piece  of  federally-owned  land.  Some  sort  of  safeguards 

or  clauses  in  the  agreement  must  be  included  to  ensure  the 
funds  and  the  land  are  used  in  the  fashion  they  were 
originally  designed  for. 

4 .  Another  concern  is  whether  any  action  now  on  the 
Gifford  Farm  land  would  prejudice  any  of  the  three 
alternatives  in  expanding  the  Oshawa  Harbour.  Studies 
have  been  done  detailing  the  alternatives  and  these  show 
that  the  berm  to  be  created  at  the  foot  of  the  Gifford 
Farm  is  different  in  each  alternative.  However,  federal 
officials  have  assured  us  that  the  work  on  the  Gifford 
Farm  would  not  affect  the  alternatives.  Further  study 
and/or  a  clause  in  the  agreement  should  alleviate  this 
problem. 

5.  Although  the  Federal  Harbour  Bill  C-6  never  became 
law  in  1976,  there  is  some  concern  over  whether 
participation  in  this  agreement  would  prejudice  the 
provincial  stance  vis-a-vis  land  use  control  of  lands 
adjacent  to  harbours.  Since  the  land  is  designated 
industrial  and  already  owned  by  the  federal  government, 
this  does  not  seem  to  be  a  problem. 
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6.  The  final  concern  deals  with  the  amount  of  money 
needed  and  the  phasing  of  the  project.  The  Port  Manager 
of  the  Oshawa  Harbour  would  like  about  $5  million  to  put 
in  "first-rate"  services.  Adequate  servicing  of  industrial 
land  can  be  done  for  less.  The  phasing  of  the  servicing 
is  also  an  issue  with  an  infinite  range  of  possibilities. 
Table  II  is  a  Schedule  from  Transport  Canada  displaying 
a  timetable  to  put  in  services  as  quickly  as  possible. 

It  appears  that  the  phasing  could  be  stretched  out  over  a 
longer  period  of  time. 

Based  on  the  concerns  raised  above,  as  well  as  the 
analysis  and  discussion  carried  out  during  the  study  of 
this  proposal,  several  options  for  provincial  action  were 
developed. 


U)  UJ 
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HI  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

There  are  three  broad  courses  of  action  the  Province 
could  follow  in  relation  to  this  proposal. 


Option  1.  Refuse  outright  to  further  consider 
the  proposal  and  leave  it  to  the 
federal  government,  the  Harbour 
Commission  and  the  local  governments. 


Option  2 .  Agree  in  principle  and  move  ahead  to 
further  negotiations  and  study. 

Option  3 .  Indicate  continuing  interest  but 

reserve  judgement  as  to  agreement  in 
principle  or  not.  Agreement  could 
be  dependent  on  the  outcome  of  the 
pending  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
hearing  on  the  Second  Marsh  and 
adjacent  land. 


Option  1;  Refuse  outright  to  further  consider  the 
proposal  and  leave  it  to  the  federal 
government,  the  Harbour  Commission  and 
the  local  governments . 


Advantages:  Option  1. 


a)  the  Province  would  not  have  to  find  the 
necessary  funds; 

b)  the  Province  would  avoid  the  Second  Marsh 
controversy  at  this  time. 
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Disadvantages:  Option  1. 

a)  a  possible  "Go  East"  opportunity  would 
be  lost; 

b)  possible  economic  development  and  job 
creation  opportunities  would  be  lost; 

c)  the  area  would  likely  lose  the  Federal 
portion  of  $7  million  if  the  Province 
does  not  agree;  and 

d)  some  negative  local  sentiment  might  be 
engendered . 


Option  2 :  Agree  in  principle  and  move  ahead  to  further 
negotiations  and  study. 

From  the  previously  stated  concerns,  it  is  clear  that 
this  option  contains  a  number  of  variables.  Some  of  these 
which  would  need  to  be  addressed  in  Option  2  include: 

a)  the  amount  of  funding  determined  by  the  level 
of  servicing.  The  Province  might  consider 
providing  a  maximum  of  $5  million,  a 
substantially  smaller  amount  of  support  than 
the  $5  million  requested,  or  making  later 
portions  of  the  money  contingent  on  the  arrival 
of  new  development. 

b)  the  phasing  of  the  funding  over  a  minimum  period 
of  three  years  starting  in  1980  to  a  phasing 
determined  possibly  by  user  demand  starting  when 
an  industry  has  committed  itself  to  locate  in  the 
area . 

the  type  of  funding,  i.e.,  an  outright  grant, 
a  loan,  a  user-pay  system  or  a  combination. 


c) 
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d)  the  source  of  provincial  funding  which  might  include 
the  Regional  Priority  Budget  (RPB)  in  TEIGA ,  money 
from  the  Transportation  Program  in  the  Ministry  of 
.transportation  and  Communications ,  money  from  the 
Industrial  Parks  Program  in  the  Ministry  of  Industry 
and  Tourism ,  or  a  combination  of  any  of  these. 

e)  possible  involvement  in  the  proposal  from  outside 
the  Government  such  as  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission 
and/or  the  City  of  Oshawa. 

Depending  on  the  decision  on  each  of  the  variables 
above ,  several  substantially  different  agreements  might 
emerge.  For  example,  one  agreement  might  be  the  provision 
of  $3  million  of  Regional  Priority  Budget  money  over  three 
years  beginning  in  fiscal  1980-81  with  no  outside  financial 
involvement.  The  final  $2  million  requested  could  be 
negotiable  or  made  contingent  on  the  arrival  of  new 
development. 

Advantages:  Option  2. 

a)  it  would  support  the  Province's  Go-East 
policy;  and 

b)  it  would  stimulate  economic  development 
in  the  Region  and  create  some  jobs. 

Disadvantages:  Option  2. 

a)  according  to  Durham,  the  Region  currently 
has  about  2,000  acres  of  vacant,  serviced, 
industrial  land..  Fairwell  Industrial 
Park,  just  to  the  north  of  Oshawa  Harbour, 
has  about  75  acres  available  and  serviced;  and 
the  Province  has  recently  loaned  $1.7  million 

to  service  Stevenson  Industrial  Park  located 
about  two  to  three  miles  west  of  the  Harbour. 
Provision  of  new  industrial  land  may  compete 
with  other  provincial  investment  although 
none  of  the  other  land  is  adjacent  to  the 
harbour . 


. 
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b)  commitment  in  principle  puts  the  Province 
in  support  of  development  on  land 
adjacent  to  the  Second  Marsh  before  its 
future  is  decided.  However,  the 
environmentalists  did  not  object  to  the 
industrial  land  designation  during  the 
Regional  official  plan  process  and  so 
appear  uninterested  in  the  Gifford  Farm. 


Option  3 :  Indicate  continuing  interest  but  reserve 

judgement  as  to  agreement  in  principle  or  not. 
Agreement  could  be  dependent  on  the  outcome 
of  the  pending  Ontario  Municipal  Board  hearing 
on  the  Second  Marsh  and  adjacent  land. 

Further  time  and  study  could  elucidate  and  possibly 
clear  up  the  above  condition  as  well  as  some  of  the  other 
concerns  mentioned  earlier.  A  final  decision  on  agreeing 
to  the  proposal  in  principle  is  not  necessary  for  several 
months,  particularly  since  winter  is  coming  and  by  the 
time  work  could  start,  the  weather  wouldn't  allow  it. 

However,  if  the  decision  is  coordinated  with  that  of  removing 
the  contaminated  fill,  some  costs  and  time  savings  would 
likely  accrue. 

This  third  option  could  be  chosen  with  or  without  a 
condition  being  attached.  The  main  concern  time  would 
sort  out  is  the  pending  Ontario  Municipal  Board  hearing 
on  the  Second  Marsh  and  adjacent  land.  This  hearing  would 
allow  all  parties  to  have  their  say  and  at  the  end  of  the 
hearing,  it  would  be  clear  whether  the  Oshawa  Harbour  could 
expand  into  the  Second  Marsh  or  not.  Although  this  proposal 


\ 
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deals  only  with  development  of  the  Gifford  farm,  there 
is  some  concern  over  whether  the  Gifford  Farm  should 
be  developed  at  all  if  the  Second  Marsh  is  kept  in  its 
natural  state.  Others  feel  that  certain  mitigating 
measures  can  be  incorporated  in  the  industrial  land 
development  to  reduce  its  effects  on  the  Second  Marsh, 
but  these  would  only  be  necessary  if  the  marsh  is  kept. 

Most  involved  parties  are  aware  that  the  shape  of 
the  berm  to  be  built  at  the  south  end  of  the  Gifford 
Farm  will  be  dependent  on  whether  the  Oshawa  Harbour  is 
expanded  into  the  Second  Marsh.  Otherwise  the  berm  must 
incorporate  the  outer  harbour  alternative  possibility. 

Another  possibility  under  Option  3  is  for  the 
Province  to  choose  this  option  without  any  conditions 
attached  and  therefore  to  be  free  to  make  a  decision  on 
the  proposal  at  any  time  after  further  study.  This 
would  allow  the  Province  to  review  the  situation 
periodically  and  if  an  opportune  time  arose,  to  make 
a  decision  without  any  strings  attached. 


Advantages :  Option  3 


a)  avoids  making  the  decision  now; 

b)  postpones  or  mitigates  direct  provincial 
criticism  in  relation  to  the  Second  Marsh; 

c)  allows  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  hearing 
to  sort  out  what  will  happen  to  the  Second 
Marsh . 


. 
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Disadvantages:  Option  3 


a)  the  hesitation  may  jeopardize  the  whole 
proposal  from  the  federal  point  of  view; 

b)  the  hesitation  may  jeopardize  some  new 
development  in  the  harbour  area,  i.e., 
industry  and  shipping. 


Recommendations 


The  province  consider  Option  #2,  Agreement  in 
principle,  and  move  into  more  detailed  negotiations. 
The  agreement  would  have  to  be  carefully  framed  and 
would  likely  include  a  financial  commitment  of  three 
to  five  million  dollars  over  a  period  of  three  to  five 
years  beginning  in  1980-81. 


The  decision  to  proceed  may  cause  substantial 
negative  response  from  environmental  and  other  concerned 
groups.  However,  it  should  be  strongly  pointed  out  that 
the  decision  is  not  an  endorsement  of  the  use  of  the 
Second  Marsh  for  harbour  expansion  purposes.  The 
Province's  previous  stand  on  the  future  of  the  Second 
Marsh  should  be  repeated: 

"To  ensure  that  all  interest  groups  have  an 
opportunity  to  put  forth  their  concern,  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  is  scheduling  a 
hearing  on  the  Marsh  and  adjacent  areas. 

Such  a  hearing  should  ensure  that  a  direction 
is  established  that  will  best  serve  the  people 
of  the  Province  and  in  particular  those  of 
Durham  Region . " 
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Conditions  to  the  Agreement 

There  are  a  number  of  conditions  that  the  Province 
may  want  to  consider  including  in  the  proposed  federal- 
provincial  agreement.  These  are: 

.  The  work  resulting  from  this  agreement  will 
not  preclude  any  harbour  expansion  alternative 
currently  viable  from  taking  place. 

.  The  Province  would  become  part  landlord  of  the 
newly  created  industrial  park. 

.  Any  further  expansion  of  the  Oshawa  Harbour 

would  be  fully  funded  by  the  federal  government. 

.  All  surpluses  arising  from  funds  not  being  used 
to  service  this  industrial  park  will  be  returned 
to  the  Province. 

.  The  funds  will  be  used  to  service  the  Gifford 
Farm  land  only,  and  the  land  could  remain  in 
industrial  use  unless  any  change  is  agreed  to 
by  the  Province. 


APPENDIX  A 


SUMMARY  OF  FEDERAL  STUDY 


Summary  of  the  Port  of  Oshawa,  Market,  Traffic  and  Capacity- 
Study  (C.D.  Howe  Central"  Limited  and  Price  Waterhouse 

Associates  for  Transport  Canada,  June  1977) 


.  The  study  looks  at  three  aspects  of  the  Oshawa  Harbour: 
present  and  future  cargo  traffic,  possible  port  -  using 
industries  that  could  locate  adjacent  to  the  harbour, 
and  limitations  of  the  harbour  in  its  present  state. 

.  the  expected  forecast  for  harbour  cargo  traffic  for 
Oshawa  is  about  2^%  compounded  annually  for  the  years 
between  1976  and  1986. 

.  In  1976,  there  were  three  types  of  cargo  with  bulk  cargo 
making  up  91%  of  the  total.  Bulk  cargo  was  composed  of 
coal,  sugar,  salt,  fuel  oil  and  gasoline  with  coal  and 
gasoline  forecasted  to  decrease.  However,  in  total, 
bulk  cargo  should  increase  by  about  8%  by  1986.  (See 
attached  tables.) 

.  St.  Mary's  Cement  which  imported  most  of  the  coal  in  1976, 
is  expected  to  complete  their  own  dock  facilities  by  1983 
and  so  will  stop  using  the  Oshawa  Harbour  at  that  time. 
This  assumption  is  incorporated  in  the  expected  forecast. 

.  Looking  at  cargo  traffic  elsewhere,  traffic  at  the  Port 
of  Toronto  in  1976  was  about  50%  of  its  1969  peak.  The 
1967  Transportation  Act  and  the  coming  of  containerization 
made  railways  more  competitive  in  moving  cargo  to  the 
eastern  ports  and  elsewhere.  The  study  states  that  this 
situation  of  switching  traffic  to  other  transportation 
modes  seems  to  have  stabilized  now. 

.  Cargo  traffic  in  the  Montreal-Lake  Ontario  section  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  (includes  ports  at  Hamilton, 
Milwaukee,  Chicago  and  Detroit/Wayne  County)  has  been 
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declining  slightly  from  its  1973  peak  for  the  same 
reasons  as  for  the  Port  of  Toronto.  However,  it  is 
expected  to  have  stabilized  now  and  could  increase 
slowly  in  the  future . 

.  The  study  looks  at  possibilities  of  potential  traffic 
and  concludes  "that  Oshawa  will  probably  have  to  attract 
additional  port-using  industries  to  the  Region  if  it  is 
to  increase  its  cargo  traffic  substantially  beyond  our 
forecasted  levels....  The  availability  of  ample 
industrially  zoned,  serviced  land  is  important  to  the 
success  of  such  a  development  effort."  Some  of  these 
possible  traffic  users  are: 

.  Ontario  Hydro  importing  ilmenite  for  its 
nuclear  construction  projects 

.  United  Co-operatives  of  Ontario  importing 
fertilizer , 

.  Other  waterfront  processing  industries,  i.e. 
another  sugar  refinery, 

.  A  translake  ferry  service  (Ontario-New  York) , 

.  Break-bulk  traffic  from  local  manufacturers, 
possibly  from  General  Motors. 

.  The  third  part  of  the  study  looks  at  the  limitations  of 
the  Oshawa  Harbour  and  concludes  it  is  close  to  its 
maximum  utilization  for  the  following  reasons:  the 
harbour  is  relatively  shallow,  the  harbour  entrance 
allows  one  directional  traffic  only,  the  inner  harbour 
does  not  allow  ships  to  turn  around,  the  storage  area 
is  small  and  coal  dust  from  the  storage  area  is  often 
carried  to  the  adjacent  recreational  park. 
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FACTS  ON  THE  OSHAVA.  HARBOUR  TRAFFIC 


Current  and  Future  Types  of  Cargo  Traffic 

1976 

.#  of  tons 

.% 

1986  (expected) 

.  #  of  tons  % 

Bulk  cargo 

375,000 

91 

406,000 

78 

Container  cargo 

21,000 

5 

65,000 

12 

Break-bulk,  cargo 

15,000 

4 

51,000 

10 

Total  cargo 

411,000 

100 

522,000 

100 

Current  and  Future  Types  of  Bulk  Cargo 


1976  1986  (expected) 


#  of  tons 

% 

#  of  tons 

% 

Coal 

118,000 

32 

90,000 

22 

Sugar 

108,000 

29 

139,000 

35 

Salt 

84,000 

22 

105,000 

26 

Fuel  oil  &  gasoline 

65,000 

17 

70,000 

17 

Total  bulk  cargo 

375,000 

100 

406,000 

100 

.Total  cargo  traffic  in  the  Montreal  -  Lake  Ontario  Section  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway  in  1976  was  48,782,000  tons. 

.Total  cargo  traffic  in  the  Port  of  Toronto  in  1976  was  3,348,000 
tons  or  6.9%  of  the  Montreal  -  Lake  Ontario  Section  of  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway. 

.Total  cargo  traffic  in  the  Oshawa  Harbour  in  1976  was  411,000  tons 
or  .8%  of  the  Montreal  -  Lake  Ontario  Section  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway  or  12.3%  of  the  traffic  in  the  Port  of  Toronto. 
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TABLE  1 


ESTIMATED  COSTS 


HARBOUR  IMPROVEMENTS^  :  OSHAWA 


PROVINCIAL  COSTS  :  SERVICING 


PROJECT 


COST 


(A)  4 -LANE  PAVEMENT,  WEST  AVENUE 

(B)  2 -LANE  PAVEMENT  WORKS 

(C)  48  INCH  DIA.  STORM  DRAINAGE 

(D)  36  INCH  DIA.  STORM  DRAINAGE 

(E>  12  INCH  DIA.  FORCEMAIN 

(F)  PUMP  HOUSE  (SEWAGE) 

(G)  8  INCH  DIA.  WATER  SUPPLY 

(H)  NATURAL  GAS  SUPPLY  AND  MAINS 

(I)  2  RAILWAY,  SINGLE  TRACK  OVERPASSES 

(J)  SINGLE  TRACK  RAILWAY  ACCESS 

SUB  TRACK  SERVICES 
ENGINEERING  10  PERCENT 


CONTINGENCIES  (11  PERCENT) 


$  294,000 

716,000 
300,000 
192,000 
120,000 
310,000 
113,000 
106,000 

1,600,000 

340,000 

4,091,000 

409,100 

4,500,100 

499,900 

$.  5,000,000 


FEDERAL  COSTS  :  EARTHWORK 


PROJECT 

COST 

(A) 

(B) 

EXCAVATION  OF  HILL 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  DYKES 

$ 

3,750,000 

2,250,000 

EARTHWORKS  SUB  TOTAL 
ENGINEERING  (8  PERCENT) 

6,000,000 

480,000 

CONTINGENCIES  (8  PERCENT) 

6,480,000 

520,000 

$ 

7,000,000 

PROVINCIAL  AND  FEDERAL  TOTAL  COST  $12,000,000 


£  * 

TE  I  A  TOR 
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COST  PHASING 

WOT  OTT 
TLXOQ7 

OTTAWA  10  A ■  J U  7 6  10  37a 

MR.  CHARLES  BIGENwALD 
SENIOR  POLICY  ADVISOR 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  BRANCH j  ONTARIO 

0 DEEMS  PA  ?;<  j  TORONTO 

He. .  OS  HA  a  A  rC'hT  1  M  PRO  V  E  ME  N  T 

C OS  T  E S  T I M_ TES  a  ND  PHA SING 


(rt ) 

OCT. 

7 3  -  JUNE 

79 

DYKE  CONSTRUCTION  2.63  M . 

( FEDERA L ) 

(  B  ) 

iJ  u  N  E 

79  -  DEC. 

7  9 

EARTH  WORKS j  HILL  EXC .  A. 37  M. 
( FEDERA  L ) 

(A  ) 

JAN. 

oO  -  DEC. 

oO 

STORM  DRAINAGE.,  SEWERS  1.2  5  M . 
PUMPING  STATION 
(PRO VI  NCIP.L) 

(  B  ) 

JAN. 

b 1  -  SEPT 

.  3  i 

PAVEMENT  WORKS  1.25  M. 

(  PRO V l NCI AL) 

(C  ) 

JAN. 

3>  -  CCT . 

3  2 

NAT.  GAS  j  RAIL  OVERPASSES  2.50 
RAIL  ACCESS 
(PRO VI  NCI AL) 

TOTALS 

1  (~>  AND 

2  (A  )>  ( 3 

(B) 

)  (C  ) 

7  j 000  >000 

SjOOUjOOu 

GRA 

ND  TO 

i  ri  L 

1 2,000  J  UOG 

THE  PHASING  OF  THE  WORK  IS  AS  OUTLINED  AT  Guh  MEETING  OF 
TUES.  AUG.  s/7s  AND  COMPLIES  WITH  THE  NEED  OF  THE  O.H.C. 
TO  PLACE  LAND  INTO  SERVICE  EARLY  IN  1931  UPON  COMPLETION 
OF  SANITARY  AND  STORM  DRAINAGE  SYSTEMS. 

YOuES  TRuLY* 

K . 0 G LE S  BY/ H p ME / T PA NSPOPT  C A  N A  DA 
TELEX  053-3130. 
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...iter 

Transport  Canada 


Ministre 

Transports  Canada 


-  ~X- 


JUN 

JUli\i 


The  Honourable  Darcy  McKeough, 

Minister  of  Treasury , Economic  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs, 

7th  Floor, 

Frost  Building  South, 

Queen's  Park, 

Toronto,  Ontario 
M7A  1Y7 

Dear  Mr.  McKeough: 

For  the  past  few  years  we  have  been  discussing  T* f'SPQ-y/^ 
with  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  various  possibilities 
for  port  expansion  to  accommodate  marine-oriented  industry 
in  the  Oshawa  region.  The  Commission  has  now  prepared  a 
long-range  development— plair..and_.I_note  that  they  have,, 
brought  this  to  your  attention  seeking  Provincial  support. 

Ever  since  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  was 
created  in  1960,  the  City  of  Oshawa  has  been  very 
supportive  of  the  Commission  by  various  means  including 
initial  contributions  of  adjacent  land  for  port 
development.  On  the  Federal  side,  we  have  of  course 
provided  the  initial  harbour  development  and  subsequently 
added  to  it  writh  the  provision  of  a  new  Seaway  depth 
wharf,  a  shed,  and  related  area  as  well  as  the  deepening 
and  widening  of  the  harbour  entrance. 

A  recent  study  by  C.D.  Howe  and  Price  Waterhouse 
indicates  that  we  must  now  prepare  for  further  traffic 
growth  in  the  early  1980's.  I  am  sending  you  a  copy  of 
this  report  under  separate  cover.  According  to  this 
report,  the  most  urgent  need  is  for  additional  industrial 
land . 


t<  r-  r  Zl 


/ 


T>- 


-tsuxzn  c-  r. 
vhrr 


...  /  2 


r  r:C.;  de  YiPe 

Ottawa 

:\  !  /  a  v  h  'i.  • 


. 


40 


-  2  - 


To  meet  this  requirement,  the  Harbour  Commission, 
together  with  my  Department  and  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  has  developed  a  plan  for  the  levelling  of  a  federal 
property,  known  as  the  Gifford  Farm,  which  will  create 
some  175  acres  of  harbour  and  lakefront  land  ideally 
suited  for  marine-oriented  industrial  development.  It 
is  well  located  for  main  road  and  rail  access  but  will 
require  some  significant  expenditure  for  services  as 
it  is  taken  up  by  new  users. 

I  understand  that  your  Government  is  anxious  to  see 
industrial  development  in  the  area  east  of  Toronto.  The 
\Harbour  Commission  has  provided  me  with  a  copy  of  their  letter 
to  you  of  February  15  requesting  Provincial  financing  of  the 
Services  and  I  am  therefore  writing  at  this  time  to  assure 
you  that  I  fully  support  the  proposed  development.  I  am 
now  in  the  process  of  recommending  to  my  colleagues  that, 
notwithstanding  the  present  stringent  financial  situation  in 
which  we  find  ourselves,  we  should  support  the  Commission  in 
its  development  efforts  by  a  Federal^contribu-trion— of~jh7~-mi-lliQiL.  __ 

It  would  certainly  assist  in  gaining  full  Cabinet 
support  for  this  expenditure  if  I  were  to  receive  from  you  a 
witten  indication  that  you  too  support  this  proposal,  and 
that  you  are  prepared  to  recommend  Provincial  funding  of  the 
services  as  they  become  required.  In  support  of  this  proposed 
Federal-Provincial  joint  participation,  I  can  point  to  other 
projects  where  site  acquisition  as  well  as  servicing  were 
contributed  by  the  concerned  Provincial  Government,  particularly 
the  container  terminals  provided  in  recent  years  at  Halifax 
and  Saint  John. 


I  understand  the  Commission  explained  the  present 
improvement  project  in  detail  to  your  Cabinet  Committee  on 
Resource  Development  on  May  15  and  trust  that  it  will  commend 
itself  to  your  approval  in  principle.  A  positive  response 
from  you  at  an  early  date  would  certainly  do  much  to  gain 
final  Federal  support  and  I  shall  look  forward  to  hearing 
from  you  at  your  earliest  convenience. 


Yours  sincerely. 


l 


Otto  Lang 


'  !  _> 
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..  File  No.  223-2/2783 


-  •  .  J*  -  V--v  •-  ‘  .■£ 


S  July  l*,  197S 


'  ~  .'ll':  ‘  Thank. you  for  your  letter  dealing,  with  the  Oshawa  Harbour 
expansion,  proposal*  7 


'v'\  .  '  ;  .  As  the  recent  study  which  you  sent  me  orv  the  Oshawa  Harbour- 
pointed  out,  the  province  has  lately  spent  about  $42  million  in  the  Region  of 
Durham  supporting  growth  to  the  east  of  Toronto*  Because  of  our  financial 
constraint  program  we  are  looking  very  carefully  at  any  new  proposals. 

We  are  now  looking  into  the  Oshawa  Harbour  proposal.  I 
understand  that  later  this  month  my  staff  will  be  meeting  with  officials 
from  your  department  to  discuss  the  situation.  After  that  meeting,  we  will 
be  in  a  better  position  to  assess  the  proposal. 
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4  Yours  sincerely. 
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Darcy  McKeough 
;  -Treasurer  of  Ontario 
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The  Honourable  Otto  E.  Lang 
Minister;  r  1 

Transport  Canada 
Place  de  Ville 
Ottawa,  Ontario  • 

K1A 

cc:  Honourable  James  W.  Snow 


1/  Economic  Development  Branch 
Brock  A.  Smith/HB/ar  (5-2296) 

r:  .bcc:  Mr.  A.R.  Dick 

-  Mr.  D.E.  Redgrave  - 
I,  *  .  Mr.  B. A.  Smith 

Mr.  C.A.  Bigenwaid 
Mr.  R.L.  Gardner 

Mr.  C.P.  Honey  r 


V  \  • 

*  4;  '••  r>  Vl 


T".  *  .  .y 


V.  '  •»  - 


f  *  * 


.  ST-f. 


42 


»  i 

•Minister  Mmistre 

T rs.-»sc'cif6an3d3  Transports  Canada 


a.z.3 '2 


,rt . 
\ 


*T  r  r 


v  * 


&  i 


13  fa 


received 

The  Honourable  Frank  Miller, 

Minister  of  Treasury  and  Economics,  MOV  8  ]H/H 

7th  Floor, 

Frost  Building  South,  TREASURER  of  onfario  and 

Queen's  Park,  minister  of  ecuhomics 

Toronto,  Ontario, 

M7A  1 Y7 . 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

On  June  19,  1978,  I  wrote  to  your  predecessor  the 
Honourable  Darcy  McKeough,  Minister  of  Treasury,  Economic  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs,  with  respect  to  various  possibilities 
for  expansion  of  the  harbour  at  Oshawa.  I  indicated  at  that  time 
that  I  was  prepared  to  recommend  support  for  the  Commission  in 
its  development  efforts  by  a  Federal  contribution  of  $7  million. 

I  advised  Mr.  McKeough  that  Provincial  funding  of  the  necessary 
site  services  would  greatly  assist  in  gaining  the  full  support 
of  the  Federal  Cabinet  for  this  development. 

Subsequent  to  his  acknowledgement  of  that  letter  July 
14,  officers  of  several  Provincial  Departments  have  met  with  the 
Harbour  Commission  and  with  the  responsible  officials  of  my 
Department.  Apart  from  some  continuing  lack  of  resolution  of 
environmental  concerns  with  respect  to  possible  additional  future 
development  there  seems  to  be  general  agreement  that  the  proposed 
expansion  has  considerable  merit.  The  proposal  enjoys  the  full 
support  of  the  City  of  Oshawa  and  I  am  writing  at  this  time  to 
determine  v/hether  you  are  now  in  a  position  to  indicate  the 
support  of  the  Government  of  Ontario  as  we  have  proposed. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you  at  your  earliest 
convenience . 


Yours  sincerely. 


i 
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File  No.:  223-2/B26&6 


December  1,  19  7'S 


The  Honourable  Otto  Lang 
Minister  of  Transport 
Place  deVilie 
.Ottawa,  Ontario 
K1A  ON 5 


•Dear  Mr.  Lang: 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  letter  on  Oshawa  Harbour.  My 
staff,  in  liaison  with  Mr.  Cavey  and  Mr.  Giiloerry,  have  prepared  a  report 
for  my  review  on  the  proposal.  On  the  surface  the  proposal  seems  to  have 
some  merit  from  an  economic  development  point  of  view.  I  am,  however, 
quite  concerned  over  the  environmental  issues  involved.  As  you  know, 
there  is  a  fairly  active  group  of  local  citizens  quite  concerned  about  the 
expansion  of  the  Harbour  into  second  marsh.  Although  your  proposal  does 
not  directly  involve  that  issue,  1  tnink  you  would  agree  that  it  is  related. 

One  point  my  staff  haye  not  been  able  to  clarify  relates  to 
whether  that  proposal  would  require  a  federal  environmental  assessment? 
We  seem  to  get  varying  answers  to  the  question.  I  wonder  if  you  might  be 
able  to  clarify  that  point  for  me? 

I  plan  to  personally  visit  the  site  in  January,  as  well  as  discuss 
it  further  with  several  of  my  colleagues.  After  that  visit  I  will  be  in  a 
better  position  to  respond  one  way  or  the  other.  Until  then,  I  would 
appreciate  your  thoughts  on  the  environmental  hearing  so  we  may 
consider  our  decision  in  light  of  all  the  possible  factors  affecting  it. 

Yours  sincerely, 


0&LGi£uu- 


Frank  S.  Miller, 
Treasurer  of  Ontario. 
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APPENDIX  D 


MUNICIPAL  RESOLUTION  AND  LETTER 


1978  04  04 

MEMO  RAN  DUM 


TO: 


Mayor  J.  II.  Potticary 


FROM:  A.  Henderson 


City  Clerk. 


RE:  Direction  as  per  minutes  of : 

City  Council  April  3»  1978  Item _ ^Report  of 


That  the  Mayor  write  to  the  Honorable  Otto  Lang,  Minister  ol' 
Transport,  requesting  that: 

• 

1.  The  proposed  improvements  to  the  Gifford  property,  administered 
by  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission  be  commenced  as  soon  as 
possible . 

2.  To  this  end  the  capacity  of  the  berm,  which  is  to  be  built 
to  receive  dredge  materials -from  the  harbour,  be  enlarged 

so  as  to  accommodate  surplus  fill  material  from  the  excavation 
of  the  hill  on  the  Gifford  Farm. 

3.  City  Council  affirms  its  support  for  the  proposed  marine- 
oriented  industrial  park  and  harbour  development. 


James  H.  Potticary 

MAYOR 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 


OSHAWA,  ONTARIO 
LI  H  3  Z  7 


1978  04  04 


The  Honourable  Otto  Lang, 

Minister  of  Transport, 

Department  of  Transport, 

Tower  C,  Place  de  Ville, 

OTTAWA,  Ontario. 

K1A  0N5 

Honourable  Sir: 

A  discussion  recently  came  up  in  the  City  of  Oshawa  Council 
regarding  the  lack  of  action  taken  by  the  Federal  Government  on  the  development 
of  the  Oshawa  Harbour  property. 

For  the  past  fifteen  years  the  City  of  Oshawa  has  fully  supported 
the  development  of  this  harbour.  Naturally,  it  would  benefit  our  community 
immensely.  With  this  in  mind,  a  motion  was  moved  by  Alderman  Michael  Lisko 
and  seconded  by  Alderman  Margaret  Shaw  that  I  write  to  you  requesting  commence¬ 
ment  on  the  Gifford  Farm  property  work.  We  feel  after  some  fifteen  years  when 
the  property  was  soTd  to  the  Harbour  that  the  time  has  come  when  some  action 
should  be  taken  by  the  Department  of  Transport. 

We  in  the  City  of  Oshawa  and  my  Council  strongly  urge  you  as  Minister 
of  Transport  to  have  the  Federal  Government  start  improvements  in  the  Oshawa 
Harbour  by  removing  the  Gifford  Farm  (hill); 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  to  this  request. 


JHP/sp 
Enel . 

cc:  G.  M.  Sinclair,  Administrator,  Transport  Canada,  Marine  Division 
j^C.  R.  Lunn,  Commissioner,  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission 
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APPENDIX  E 


PROVINCIAL  MINISTRY  POSITION  LETTERS 


J 


Ontario 


Ministry  of  ths  135  3t.  Clair  Avenue  West 

Environment  suite  100 

Toronto  Ontario 
M4V  1P5 


Mr.  C.  A.  Bigenwald, 

Manager, 

Central  &  Southwestern  Regions, 

Economic  Development  Branch, 

Ministry  of  Treasury, 

6th  Floor, 

Frost  Building  North, 

Toronto,  Ontario. 

M7A  1Y7 

Dear  Mr.  Bigenwald: 

Re:  Oshawa  Harbour  -  Proposed  Improvement  of 

Port-Related  Industrial  Land,  September  1978 

On  September  26,  1978  at  your  request,  a 
meeting  was  held  between  you  and  Ms.  Helena  Beran. 
and  Brian  Ward  and  Ian  Veitch  of  this  Section.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  obtain  the  reaction  of 
staff  of  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  to  your 
draft  report  dealing  with  the  $12,000,000  federal- 
provincial  proposal.  The  proposal  requires  a  commit¬ 
ment  of  $5,000,000  by  the  Province.  Unfortunately, 
my  car  broke  down  on  the  highway  that  morning  and  I 
was  unable  to  attend.  This  letter  will  confirm  the 
views  expressed  on  the  proposal  and  on  the 
provincial  options  presented. 

We  do  not  concur  with  your  recommendation 
for  agreement  in  principle  of  the  proposed 
$12,000,000  f ederal-prov ic ial  cost-shared  program  to 
develop  and  service  175  acres  of  port-related 
industrial  lands  on  the  Gifford  Farm  and  land 
filling  of  Lake  Ontario.  Rather,  we  prefer  Option  3 
which  reserves  a  decision  by  the  Province  pending 
the  outcome  of  a  Federal  environmental  hearing  if 
necessary,  and/or  further  study,  and  which  retains 
future  options  for  the  Province. 
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There  are  a  number  of  contentious  land  use 
planning  issues  related  to  the  area,  of  the  Oshawa 
Second  Marsh,  on  which  this  Ministry  has  voiced 
concerns  in  the  past.  The  Oshawa  Harbour 
Commission's  proposal  for  industrial  development 
is  only  one  small  part  of  the  larger  issues.  We 
feel  that  an  appropriate  decision  on  development  may 
come  only  after  a  comprehensive  review  of  all  land 
use  planning  proposals  and  issues  facing  the  larger 
area  encompassing  the  Farewell/Harmony  Creek 
watershed.  Regional  Municipality  of  Durham,  City  of 
Oshawa,  Oshawa  Harbour  and  the  Darlington  Provincial 
Park . 


The  Report  does  not  present  well-founded 
arguments  for  the  establishment  of  a  175  acre  port- 
related  industrial  development  on  these  lands.  The 
Report  is  inadequate  in  addressing  the  following 
items : 

1.  the  need  to  dispose  of  contaminated  material 
from  the  dredging  of  Oshawa  Harbour,  in  the  fill 
site  is  not  substantiated.  We  understand  from 
Environment  Canada  that  an  adequate  site  exists 
near  the  harbour; 

2.  the  demand  for  substantial  increases  in 
port-related  development  is  not  substantiated. 

A  number  of  economic  studies  and  the  recent 
policy  statement.  The  Durham  Sub-Region:  A 
Strategy  for  Development  to  1986,  indicate  that 
present  port  facilities  can  handle  an  increase 
in  demand; 

3.  environmental  information  is  unavailable  to 
determine  the  effects  of  alternatives; 

4.  detailed  site  designs,  or  alternatives  for  the 
industrial  development  are  not  available  to 
permit  an  assessment  of  environmental 
consequences ; 

5.  it  may  be  necessary  to  provide  leachate  and 
runoff  control  measures^ and  their  costs  should 
be  included  in  the  estimates. 

6.  the  Canadian  Wildlife  Service,  Environment 
Canada,  as  well  as  local  and  provincial 
naturalist  groups  recognize  the  Oshawa  Second 
Marsh  as  one  of  the  most  significant  wetlands  on 
the  north  shore  of  Lake  Ontario; 

7.  this  development  and  landfill  will  preclude  the 
option  for  an  outer  Oshawa  Harbour  and  will 
likely  direct  any  future  harbour  expansion  into 
Oshawa  Second  Marsh; 
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8.  the  Federal  Treasury  Board  has  not  reviewed  a 
formal  application  for  change  in  land  use  in  the 
area  ; 

9.  the  MNR  may  have  jurisdiction  over  the  waterlots 
in  question. 

In  conclusion,  the  Province  should  adopt 
alternative  three  which  avoids  committing  the 
Province  at  this  time  to  a  $5  million  expenditure 
for  a  project  which  may  prove  to  be  unpopular, 
unnecessary  and  damaging  to  the  local  environment. 
The  Province  of  Ontario  should  develop  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  position  that  considers  a  harbour  development 
in  the  context  of  the  whole  area.  Such  a  position 
will  be  necessary  in  any  event  when  the  Province 
participates  in  the  forthcoming  Federal  EARP 
(Environmental  Assessment  and  Review  Process) 
hearings  on  the  harbour  expansion  and  industrial 
development.  Until  this  position  is  developed,  the 
Province  is  ill  advised  to  make  a  commitment  to  the 
Federal  government. 

We  request  a  further  opportunity  to  review 
any  revised  documents  or  proposals  before  they  are 
submitted  to  the  Treasurer,  or  elsewhere  for  review 
and  approval.  As  recommended,  you  should  consult 
with  Dr.  R.  W.  Slater,  Director,  Ontario  Regional 
Office,  Department  of  Fisheries  and  Environment. 

Should  you  have  any  questions,  or  wish  to 
discuss  this  further,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
us . 


Land  Use  Co-ordination  & 

Special  Studies  Section, 
Environmental  Approvals  Branch. 


Ontario 


Ministry  of 
Industry  and 
Tourism 

October  6 ,  1978 . 


Cable  Address 
Tradin-Toronto 

965-4036 


/ 

Shop  Canadian 


Queen's  Park 
Toronto 

Ontario/ Canada 


Memorandum  to:  Mr.  Brock  A.  Smith, 

Director, 

Economic  Development  Branch, 
Ministry  of  Treasury  and  Economics. 

From:  Mr.  D.  M.  Allan, 

Assistant  Deputy  Minister. 

Subject:  Your  memorandum  of  September  18, 

re:  Proposed  Improvement  of 

Port  Related  Industrial  land 
-  Oshawa  Harbour. 


From  the  point  of  view  of  this  Ministry,,  we  support  the 
proposal  to  develop  an  industrial  area  adjacent  to  the 
Oshawa  Harbour.  While  this  Ministry  has  no  program 
through  which  financial  support  can  be  offered,  we 
would  support  your  Ministry  in  the  allocation  of  funds 
to  assist  in  the  servicing  requirements. 

The  development  of  the  "Gifford  Farm"  as  proposed, 
should  not  be  curtailed  because  of  the  location  of  the 
Second  Marsh  to  the  east.  If  at  some  future  date  it  is 
determined  that  a  new  port  facility  is  required,  we 
would  suggest  that  this  is  a  matter  which  would  have  to 
be  acted  upon  by  the  Federal  Government.  Since  the 
Second  Marsh  is  also  controlled  by  the  federal  authorities, 
it  would  be  their  responsibility  to  clarify  any 
environmental  concerns.  In  this  latter  connection,  the 
figures  we  have  received  from  the  Oshawa  Harbour  Commission 
indicate  that  the  Second  Marsh  represents  only  1/10  of  1% 
of  the  total  marsh  and  wetland  areas  within  a  75  mile 
radius  of  Oshawa,  and  it  would  be  our  view  that  any 
birdlife  affected  would  naturally  migrate  to  these  other 
areas . 

We  would  support  the  view  of  the  Harbour  Commission  that 
the  Second  Marsh  does  not  represent  a  unique  feature 
that  cannot  be  found  elsewhere  within  the  region.  It 
would  be  our  recommendation,  therefore,  that  your  Ministry 
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proceed  to  negotiate  and  finalize  the  actual  moneys 
required  to  assist  in  the  servicing  of  the  industrial 
area,  and  leave  the  Phase  II  part  of  the  project, 
i.e.  the  development  of  the  Second  Mar.sh  as  a  new 
harbour,  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Government 
is  ready  to  proceed. 

While  there  are  other  industrial  lands  within  Regional 
Durham,  it  is  our  view  that  none  of  these  lands  provide 
the  water  access  necessary  for  industries  requiring 
bulk  handling,  bulk  storage,  or  dock-side  facilities. 
This  specialized  industrial  use  would  broaden  the 
development  potential  of  Regional  Durham,  the  City  of 
Oshawa,  and  complement  the  "Go  East"  policy  of  the 
government. 


D.  M.  Allan 
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October  2,  1978 

Re:  TEIA  Document:  Oshawa  Harbour 

Proposed  Improvement  of  Port  Related 
Industrial  Land 


This  document  analyzes  the  advisability  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  contributing  financially  to  the  expansion  of 
the  port  of  Oshawa. 

MTC  has  been  requested  to  comment  on  the  document  given 
its  jurisdiction  over  transportation  issues. 

It  is  the  position  in  MTC  that  harbour  development  and 
expansion  is  a  Federal  responsibility  and  that  in  this 
particular  instance  the  proposed  development  of  Oshawa 
harbour  is  not  seen  to  significantly  impact  areas  of 
transport  under  provincial  jurisdiction.  Furthermore, 
this  has  been  MTC ' s  position  in  verbal  discussions  in  the 
matter  and  hence  the  position  on  Page  14  of  this  document 
purporting  to  represent  this  Ministry  is  erroneous. 

This  paragraph  should  be  rephrased  to  contain  the  follow¬ 
ing  MTC  comments : 

Staff  at  MTC  neither  favour  nor  oppose  the  proposal  be¬ 
cause  it  falls  under  federal  jurisdiction  and  because  its 
transportation  impact  on  other  modes  is  not  felt  to  be 
significant. 

MTC  staff  have  also  stated  that  they  would  feel  more 
comfortable  if  a  more  detailed  economic  evaluation  of 
this  project  were  made. 

As  for  probable  funding  of  the  project,  the  sources  of 
the  funds  would  usually  be  determined  by  the  provincial 
decision-making  process,  the  main  directives  coming  from 
cabinet  as  it  makes  a  decision  based  on  the  present  re¬ 
commendations.  Ideally,  the  MTC  staff  would  like  to  see 
an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  an  investment  before  any 
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commitment  is  made. 

As  a  last  comment,  we  feel  that  this  document  does  not 
investigate  in  sufficient  depth  the  economic  impact  of 
the  proposed  development  and  hence  the  economic  benefit 
of  participating  in  this  development. 
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The  Premier 
of  Ontario 


P.itlismynl  UtillUinj* 
Guyyn  e  f’a(K 
Toronto  Ontario 


October  19,  1976 


Dear  Mr.  Stone i 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  Septembar 
23rd  expressing  your  concerns  relative  to  the 
preservation  of  Oshawa  Second  Marsh. 

The  Ontario  Government  is  aware  of 
the  need  to  encourage  industrial  development 
in  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Durham.  It  ia 
equally  aware  of  the  need  to  ensure  that  open 
space  is  provided  for  recreation  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

The  lands  in  question  have  been  des¬ 
ignated  by  the  City  of  Oohawa  and  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Durham  ns  Industrial  lands. 
However,  the  matter  has  been  referred  to  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board.  The  Ministry  of 
Natural  Resources  plans  to  make  representation 
to  the  Board  to  have  the  Second  Marsh  designated 
as  conservation  land  and  remain  a  marsh.  Also, 
the  Ministry  proposes  to  acquire,  or  have  des¬ 
ignated  as  conservation  land,  that  part  of  the 
Bee  ton  Farm  adjacent  to  Darlington  Provincial 
Park  and  Second  Marsh  that  is  considered 
essential  to  retain  the  integrity  of  the  Park 
and  provide  access  to  the  Marsh. 


■*'.*  \ 
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It  i  my  h<  >p.*  t  ha  *  t  t.lu*  f  ut  nr  «• 

Ih-.ir  ir  i  of  the  f  '‘m  t  , ,  r  i  ^  >  Mimic  ip.l  Board  concur  n:> 
of  t  h*  f  >uh  l  i  <  •  anil  .ill  ugenc  i  or;  will  he  expressed 
r.o  t  ho  Ho.it  (1  may  render  a  deed  ’,  ion  in  the 
best  i  ri  t » '  i « • :  *.  t  ol  Liu*  people  of  Ontaiio  and, 
in  particular,  those  in  the  Regional  Munici¬ 
pality  ol.  Durham. 

I  appreciate  your  taking  the  time  and 
trouble  to  bring  your  views  to  my  personal 
attention. 


Mr.  Ken  Stone, 

197  Labrador  Drive, 
OSHAWA,  Ontario. 
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April  6,  1977 


Dear  Mr,  Tocher: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  expressing 
your  concern  relative  to  Oshawa  Second  Marsh. 

I  can  assure  you  this  government  has  a  continued 
interest  in  the  Harsh  and  surrounding  area. 

While  we  are  interested  in  encouraging  industrial 
development  in  the  Durham  Region,  ws  are  equally 
conscious  of  the  need  to  provide  open  space  and 
protect  natural  values. 

To  ensure  that  all  interest  groups  1  • 
have  an  opportunity  to  put  forth  their  concern, 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  is  scheduling  a 
hearing  on  the  Marsh  and  adjacent  areas.  Such 
a  hearing  should  ensure  that  a  direction  is 
established  that  will  best  serve  the  people  of 
the  Province  and  in  particular  those  of  Durham 
Region. 

I  very  much  appreciate  your  bringing 
your  views  to  my  personal  attention. 

Sincerely, 


Mr .  3<:  ian  Tocher , 
10  S5.rr.coe  Street, 
Lit  IDS  AY ,  Ontario. 


William  G.  Davis 


HE/554/ .083/1979 

Ontario.  Ministry  of  Treas 
Oshawa  harbour  : 
proposed  development  gkuy 
c  .  1  tor  mai 
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